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Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the present application in view of 
the following reasons. Claims i-10 and 15 and 17-21 are pending in this application. 

L Claim Rejections Under 35 U .S.C. §112 

On page 2 of the Office Action, Claims 1-10, 15. and 17-21 were rejected under 
V5 { s i 2 a q 1 ! 1 itai v in n 1 

described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art thai the inventorCs), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. In rejecting Claims 1-10 and 15 the Examiner stated: 

Regarding claims 1 and 15, new subject matter, "wherein the 
C > < c udes a unicast des na ion address 

ond to a mobile node vherei t l > ^ iv 
includes a broadcast address and the unicast destination 
address" and "wherein the broadcast address is configured such 
k > e plurality of access des k < ! i\ I > 
to process the link 
was not disclosed in the specification, as originally filed. 
Claims 2-10 are dependent claims. 

(Office Action, page 2). 

i e v ed upo ib i I ' t s <- firtalioi es \ 

network layer address." (Office Action, page 2). In the section of the Office Action entitled 
on Response to Arguments, the Examiner stated: 

.. . the examiner has thoroughly reviewed the specification 

Applicant), and has found no conclusive evidence supporting 
the claimed limitations, "wherein the link-layer frame includes 
a broadcast address and the unicast destination address" and" 
the unicast destination address is a network layer address". 
Therefore, the rejection is proper. 

(Office Action, page 5.) 



Applicants respectfully submit that support lor the above references matures can be 
found in at least FIG. I and in paragraphs [0037} and (0038j as follows: 
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PIC. 1 shows a schematic diagram indicating the general 
mechanism of the present invention. According to this general 
multicast -mechanism, when an access renter (AR) 20 
determines .from a received data packet that it has to send a 
multicast data packet to u destination node, then the Ml 2P 
broadcasts tivs mail >. 3 , _ m 

predefined link layer address (B LLA) for broadcasting 
purposes. This data packet can be an incoming multicast data 
packet in ease of a normal multicast procedure, or a multicast 
data packe gem ted in hx VR 0) t l i neighbour soik tation 

he address iron proton InJ ter cast 
the inct.imi.rsg data packet at the AR 20 is not a multicast data 

<mu *•>?> 1 ' i 

r« u ' <•> \> n k In ! s uv m t ^ so s v > < i 

procedure, the IP packet included in the link layer frame is not 
the data packet received at the AR 20 but is another one 
generated in the AR 20 as a result of the address resolution 
procedure. i v. urn < v u'i i s _ e . t j > <- . 

. k L _ v_ , < t p ^ p 

kpi^iJPg^dtie to an incoming multicast data packet but also 

< t_ ! _L> , ' a 'd . L-\ , fL i ! ^ 

network Saver address of the received unicast data packet , 

- _g t _ i e >m-e ot . v .m 1 I . 

^loOKW MU! ckcjcc < [ c ic d 1 ! 

cannot determine a link-layer address based on the given 
n etwork -layer addres s., e.g. IP address, received in a header 
portion 612 of the received IP data packet with a pax load 

n 62 eco:. m packe s to he se ssing fin 

1 w w v v. w > s s v t _ i M i , \W ) 

' 5 ^ r Si, - ° l+ a 5 1 1 

a broadcast link-layer address in its header portion 7P and the 
neighbor solicitation message in its payloaci portion 72'. 

(Underlining and emphasis added). Further, in paragraph [0041]: 

Even CAP (Cellular Access Point) of the cellular network 
accepts ^ ij_ a i 2 - \^ i aw ~ fr P JpAs 
> ' ! ^ 'B 1 i V arte the 

encapsulated IP data packet 6(f and che eks the IP destination 
\- o' the desired mobile node. Then, only the CAP 

* ^ tit. lU't^v U \ > _ ! ^ XUCcS 

! ^m o -J ! c 

the addresse d mobile node. 



Ally. Dkt. No. 088245-0191 



>* i - ! woe ^he n ^ d. , . puske rdudes a 

1 es j tk klre c pond ng t * nobile i a s isclosed s sst eg s 

S > . ' O S N C- t t )«, < ! 1 * W ^ ! v L <t 1 

! one inc t I f ide st c s 1 he cast des f 1 

address" is disclosed at least in regards to the link-layer packet that is broadcast from the AR 
using the broadcast address B LkA. Further, this link-layer packet contains the mobile 

i k I Jfir. - , " , e k i ' x o j .-I the ,< m ! ^ P \ packet I 'k. n u< 
"wherein the broadcast address is configured such that each of the plurality of access devices 
does not have to join the broadcast address irs order to process the link-layer frame'" is 
disclosed at least in regards to every Cellular Access Point accepting the broadcast link -layer 
frame with, the broadcast address B LLA. In one embodiment, after receiving the link- layer 
frame the Cellular Access Point processes the link -layer frame by cheeking the IP destination 
address. Finally, the feature of*' wherein said unicast destination address is a network layer 
address" is disclosed at least in regards to the received unicast IP data packet which contains a 
network-layer address. For at least the above reasons, Applicants respectfully request 
withdrawal o c c 1 

In regard to Claims 17-2 k the Examiner stated; 

Regarding claim 1 7, new subject matter. "An article of 
manufacture including a computer-readable medium having 
instructions stored thereon thai, if executed by a computing 
device, cause the computing device to perform operations 
comprising", was not disclosed in the specification., as 
originally filed. Claims 18-21 are dependent claims. 

(Office. Action, page 3). 

Applicants respectfully submit that support for the above references features can be 

round buouglwut the apphcatimi. Specific J Iw the claimed inu-mion i-* directed to routing 

data packets 10 a connection-oriented server. In one embodiment of the invention the data 

packets that are routed are IP packets. One skilled in the art at the time the present 

application was filed would recognize that routing IP packets inherently uses processors, 

memory, and instructions stored on a computer-readable medium. 

IL Claim Resections Under 35 lhS.C. § 102 
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On page 3 of the Cilice Action, Claims 1-6, 8, 9, and 15 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by alleged Applicant Admitted Prior Art (hereinafter 

\APA vp- i j : respect! h averse the rejection In the section of the Office Action 
entitled on Response to Arguments, the Examiner stated: 

The Applicant state that. "AAPA does not disclose sending via 
the broadcast address die link-layer frame to a plurality of 
access devices wherein at least one access device supports the 
mobile node. la response to the Applicant's argument. AAPA 

vi x ^ch bramafr^ s --euPine » Imk-Pger dame 
!• A < dress (dig. 4/no. 71} ere is 

die packet is sent to the suppo! t ei - vice see tig. 4 
paragraph 0002-0009). Therefore, the rejection is proper. 

(Office Action, pages 5-6} 

Applicants respettfuily disagree: however, Applicants amended Claims I and 15 on 
December 1 . 2009 to clarify the claimed subject matter and further prosecution. The 
previously amended independent Claim. 1 recites in pari: 

generating a link-layer .frame, wherein the link-layer frame 

u_i , g o i, si aed< > __ m J the un .cast destination 
address: and 

sending, i- ^ A.d Pu e i A w m t " v 

+ a^^ssdeyg^e mi i it ,u t t on. « ^ e 
o , e p s ed . oi a^ m^ ^ !W nag an U > ^ L mac j a 

_ . _ t g _v_ _____ t _ i i 

g>. ^ uvn^ m ls_i 1 mi_m_iilJhe 
hlii'^AA^ AUcssjr oido to pu >iess Tg lggjU^>gej_nanie 

(underlining added.) The previously amended independent Claim 1 5 recites in part; 

an addressing unit configured to generate a link-layer frame if 
the link-layer address corresponding to the mobile node is not 
available, wherein the link-layer frame includes the umcast 
lestination address and a l sic dress; and 

< I ->r^ aui ng uni c< 

_ u__ the . x im ; gv t gj ) t ot ^ - a 

. cuee ei t k plu ado o* ncxess 

devices supports the mobile iu«de, and x^horerijLhe breadc^t 
addgseg;sjgc.oj^ 
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<. s_ j _d. ON' K " ' ' 

(underlining added.) The alleged AAPA fails to disclose at least these features, specifically, a 
broadcast address. 

\ppli mi smn >ush snended < iaims 1 and 1 5 to further clarify the our broadcast 
vk tinis aid 1 5 now i vh ic roadcast address on d such t t 

each of the plurality of access devices does not have to join the broadcast address in order to 
process the link-layer frame." Support for the amendment is in at least Para. (0009 j and 
10041]. 

_ 1 \ ! he te ociated with Hi c \ ge " ! in 

particular, the Examiner states that "generating a iink-layer frame includes a broadcast 
address (FIG. 4/no. 6.1)." Element 61 of FIG. 4 is discussed as follows: 

When the IP data packet 60 which coniorises ajjeader .portion 
61 and a n ayioaci portion 62 arrives at the AR 20. die AR 20 
derives the respective routing interface from the routing table 
80 and uses the neighbour cache of the derived interface to 
obtain the corresponding link-layer address CAIN LEA") of the 
mobile node. 

(Para 000" Under) ini ded) fhus, header portion 61 is merely &\ IP address of a 
packet incoming to an access router. 

In contrast. Claim 1 recites: "receiving the data packet, wherein the data packet 
includes a unicast destination address corresponding to a mobile node: [and] generating a 
fink-la) r 1 wne, wherein the ini laves ram* 11 ludes a bro least address and the unicast 
destination address." Similar features are recked in Claim IS. Hence, the deader portion 61 
cannot be a "broadcast address" as in Claims 1 and 1 5. Further, paragraph [0009 j states: 

\\ hen an IP data packet addressed to In IP i dress of a mobile 
n.\k arrives at the AR 20 U \R d io .om-e 
_ v < h s gsu i v ) a v 

rejsoiutioa procedure a t the netw ork layer which ..prp^geclurc 
needs to multic ast a neighbour solicitation message adc 
gyp network- layer add ress fo r multicast purpose, j_,e,js 
■ mkhcd-n <>m- multicast .ad dress' tour i sptuuihm Ui the 
target IP address . Thus, the IP data packet to be sent is not 
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the incoming IP data packet but the neighbo ur solicitation 
message used for learning the link-layer address of the 
mobile nodi \i T*!t'\J the 1 nk ^ rx 1 ,n dnessed to 
a well know link- layer address for multicast purposes, since the 
A.R 20 is not aware of the link-layer address of the .mobile node. 

<- •- 1 > 1 i - ! ! ' "> L rode but only those 
joining this net work-La yer address for multicast purpose 
will process the neighbour solicitation message . Howe ver 
doe to the conn ection -oriented nature of the __eeHdar : based 
system., there is no possibility to broadcast this kind of 
s ' U 1 i - ' 

,1 ic jxk l_uo [t- id data packets naxc o x 

<. s t creased load anc o N d t U 
radio link. 

(Ernj isis ad led bus. the a feged CAPd si nph d -e oses a standard neighbout 

solicitation message. ' k v \ pt sh oL ' v p.u ^ .t > v v ■ > 

i niiu < < > •_ i io_>- st e'. M\> <_vOn ^ _> <Para. [OflO'9}) 

C > sec d e to the connection-oriented nature of a cellular-based system, a broadcast 

message U not possible, (Para. [0009 j), 

ii« j, v < ^ C ^ v > ( U , ^ i e v. 1 ^_ _W U kiR_N tU 

link-layer frame to a plurality of access devices, wherein at least one access device of the 

ptura ece es 1 bik t v «v a - >. < u v. i i 

u^\,.Oi. ' ' s_i » Jt_A ^t^i. K T ^ - ' >■ - - h LL- ' d 

configurec 5 c roadcast address e linl t rnne i plural I ccess 

devices, wherein at least one access device of the plurality of access devices supports the 
mobile node, and wherein the broadcast address is configured snch that.each, of the^ 
cAacceois devices 

frame." as recited by Claim 15. For at least these reasons. Applicants submit thai Claims 1 
and 1 5 are patentable over the alleged AAP V 

An anticipation rejection cannot be proper!) maintained where the reference used in 
the rejection does not disclose all of the recited claim elements. Claims 1-6. 8, and 9 include 
the elements of Claim 1 . Applicants submit that Claim 7, which includes elements of Claim 
1, is also patentable over the alleged AAP A for at least the above reasons. Therefore, 
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Applicants respectful!} request withdrawal of the rejection oi Claims 1-9 and 15 \ or at least 
the same reasons. Applicants submit that new Claims 17-21 are patentable over the alleged 
AAPA. 

HI. Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C § 103 

On page 4 of the Office Action, Claim 10 was rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over alleged AAPA in view of U.S. Patent No. 7,339,928 to Choyi 
rerea 1 Applicant espc t h raverst the rejection 

v v it ilea ipp each ;s he] e oreign mobility 

u adofisbe ecn i s. sCol 2, lines 46-57 In particular, Chpvi discusses HAWAII, 
Cellular OA the Singapore University Proposal, Hierarchical Micro Mobility. Multicasting 
Based Architecture for internet Host Mobility, and the Multicast Micro-Mobility (MMMj 
Protocol (Id). However, as argued in the previous response dated Alas 28, 2009. Choyi does 
not disclose "sending, via the broadcast address, the link-layer frame to a plurality of access 
devices, wherein at least one access device of the plurality of access devices supports the 
mobile node, and wherein the broadcast address is configured such that each of the plurality 
of access devices does not have to join the broadcast address in order to process the link-layer 
Camel as recited by Claim 1 . 

As argued above in Section II, the alleged AAPA does not disclose "sending, via the 
broadcast address, the link-layer frame to a plurality of access devices, wherein at least one 
access device of the plurality of access devices supports the mobile node, and wherein the 
broadcast address is configured such that each of the plurality of access devices does not have 
to join the broadcast address in order to process the link-layer frame;" as recited by Claim U 

Therefore neither the alleged AAPA nor Choyi, alone or in combination, disclose 
"sending, via the broadcast address, the link-layer frame to a plurality of access devices, 
wherein at. least one access device of the plurality of access devices supports the mobile node, 
and wherein the broadcast address is configured such that each of the plurality of access 
devices does not have to join the broadcast address in order to process the link-layer frame A 
as recited by Claim .1. For at least these reasons, Applicants submit that Claim 1 is patentable 
over the alleged AAPA and Choyi. 
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An obviousness rejection cannot be properly maintained where the references used in 
the rejection do not disclose all of the recited claim elements. Claim 10 includes the elements 
of Claim 1 . Therefore. Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the rejection of Claim 
10. For at least the same reasons. Applicants submit that new Claims 17-21 are patentable 
ovei « n ! \ , so C i_y_ one r in combin tio t 

IV. The Office Action Has Failed to Respond to Applicants' Previous Arguments 

in the Office Action dated September 2, 2009, the Examiner rejected Claims 1-10 and 
1 5 under S C. § 1 2 ' ^ mi i w , \vo matte v\Ukb\w<-uoi 

described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventors, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed ventio Spec call} e Examiner argued that new matter were the limitations of 
where 1 i< i ides a 1 laiion » c 1 1 nobik 

node;" and also "wherein the link-layer frame .includes a broadcast address and the unicast 
destination address/ ' 

In the Office Action Response filed on December 1 . 2009, Applicants argued that 
claims 1-10 and 15 claimed subject matter that was described in the specification in such a 
way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventors, at the time 
the application was filed, had possession ofthe claimed invention. Specifically, Applicants 
argued that paragraphs £0037], [0038] and £0041] contained support for the claim limitation 
"wherein the data packet includes a unicast destination address corresponding to a mobile 
node." 

fn the instant Office Action, the Examiner repeated the 35 U.8.C. § 1 12. first 
paragraph, rejection from the September 9. 2009 Office Action. The Examiner acknowledged 
Applicant's Response in regards to the claim limitation of mvhereui the link-layer frame 
includes a broadcast address and the unicast destination address" in the instant. Office Action. 
The Examiner, however, failed to respond to Applicant's arguments with respect to the 
"wherein the data packet includes a unicast destination address corresponding to a mobile 
node" limitation. 
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In addition, in the Office Action dated September 2, 2009, the Examiner rejected 
Claims 1-6, 8-9. and 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02(a) as being anticipated by alleged Applicant 
Admitted Prior Art ("AAPA"). In the Office Action Response tiled on December 1, 2009, 
Applicants amended Claims ! and 15 in light of Examiner s 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) rejections 
sV <u <. mm lom 1 > s < - tmer<k on 

! <. 1 > a ! sw , o> < x ' * ■> <. a v s \m >> », 

< < ccess devices does not hat to jo e broadens < In s i 

order to process the link-layer frame." In the instant Office Action the Examiner stated the 
following reasons for rejecting Claims 1 and 15; 

As per claims 1 and 15, AAPA disclosed a method of 
forwarding a data packet wherein receiving the data packet 
wherein the data packet includes a destination address (fig. 
4/no. 61), generating a link-layer frame includes a broadcast 
address (fig, 4/no. 61) and the link-layer destination address 
(fig. 4/no. 71) of the mobile node, and sending via the broadcast 
address the link-layer frame to a plurality of access devices 
tcces vice suj >rts the t bii > t 
(fig. 4, paragraph 0002- 0009). 

(Office Union, ?agc 3} 1 the; n the sec on entitled Response 1 Arguments the 
Vl -> ^\ \ j i w 1 ■> • o t t i ) ih ^ v a my 

The Applicant state thai, "AAPA does not disclose sending via 

< k s t O . m i i t 

access devices wherein at least one access device supports the 
mobile node," in response to the Applicant's argument, AAPA 
disclose such 1 c t f sn ids g tlx kdayer frame 
i v 1 is ! > 

the packet is sent to the support access devices (see fig. 4, 
g \p i 00 i c 1 k s i >e 

(Office A ■> 5 ! ! t i ei t p ' s s erte i < urn! 
\mpfk s i dt _ s pp l on u icn ' so if t . 1 i Examines 

Vpph urnent from the Decembt 1 > t 

which read; 

Hence, the a eged VAPA does no disclose x 

J Ja ess, the link-layer frame to a plural it y of access 
devices, wherein at least one access device of the plurality of 
access <Je^ is « _ herein the 
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broadcast address is configured such thai each of the plurality 
of access devices does not have to join the broadcast addr ess in 
order i o process the link-layer frame.*' as recited by Claim ![.] 

) t * 9 < ! v v » page 10; (emphasi i orig ! 

Again in the September 2. 2009 Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claim 1 0 under 
-m t ! u i ^ ,x iU \ \P \ <. f S OUcl V 

7339,928 to Choyi ("Choyi"). In the Office Action Response filed on December 1 , 2009. 
\)P'lii n argued i ml i i n o; < Sum 10 > li c J pno art. In die iusiani 
Cffice Action, the Examiner repeated the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection based on the AAPA in 
view of Choyi. However, in the section entitled Response io Arguments in the instant Office 
Action, the Examiner tailed to address Applicants arguments filed on December L 2009 and 
did not discuss Clairn 1 0 at all. 

MP BP 707.07(f) reads: 

In order to provide a complete application file history and to 
enhance the clarity of the prosecution history record., an examiner must 
provide clear explanations of all actions taken by the examiner during 
prosecution A' an p >. t 

Where the requirements are traversed, or suspension thereof 
requested, the examines should make proper reference thereto in his or hei 
action on the amendment. 

Where the applicant traverse* any rejection, the examiner should. 

, . x , < ' U < > , ' > y " v. I M < 

and answer the substance of it. 

The examiner must address all arguments which have not 
already been responded to in the statement of the rejection. 

(Emphasis added.; Because ah of Applicants* arguments regarding the 35 i '.$.< . §l 12. para. 
1 and 35 § U.S.C. 102(a) and 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejections were not addressed as disclosed 
above. Applicants respectfully submit that the instant Office Action is incomplete, 
gecorc n. all of the pc im dlovved n vievs he flowing easons 

vsubseqise < ce Acih should be non-final 
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Applicants believe that the present application is now in condition tor allowance. 
Favorable reconsideration of the application as amended is respectfully requested. 

The Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned by telephone if it is tell that a 
vh r ! < • ^ 1 v would ..\ou' tin- i wht o 1 ^ present op i u v' 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional lies which may be 
reqtmed recardLm tin> application under 3? C. F. R. §§ 1 .]■'•- 1 .17, or credit any overpayment, 
to 'Deposit Account No. 19-0741. Should no proper payment be enclosed herewith, as by a 
check or credit card payment form being in the wrong amount, unsigned, post-dated, 

v, ^ jpropei i u ' aireiy missm ^ i sinner is hori/.ed to 

v ( u i iv ■■, if x ! ! 1 + n s xl - ' s i time art 

eet <. 1 ru v i ! i i s i. f 1 "> 

such extension under 37 C. F. R. §1.1 36 and authorize payment of any such extensions fees to 
Deposit Account No. 19-0741. 



Respe ^ 1 omitted. 
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